Northern Arizona University

Faculty Senate – 3:00 PM

April 26, 2004

Kaibab Room 

Members Present: Roger Bacon, Janessa Bailey, Virginia Blankenship, Joseph Boles, Tom Brunell, David Camacho, Marge Conger, Charles Connell, Bill Culbertson, Susan Deeds, Mary Dereshiwsky, Joel DiBartolo, Jack Dustman, Marcus Ford, Kitty Gehring, William Gibson, Liz Grobsmith, Gloria Horning, Astrid Klocke, Volker Krause, Marty Lee, John Leung, Melissa Marcus, Dave McKell, Janet McShane, Eric Meeks, Ray Michalowski, Larry Mohrweis, John Neuberger, Willie Odem, Michael Ort, Lon Owen, Nita Paden, Nancy Paxton, Peggy Raines, Mary Reid, Jon Reyhner, Nando Schellen, Karen Sealander, Martin Sommerness, Sandra Stone, Laura Umphrey, Karen Underhill, Marsha Yowell. 
Excused: Karen Underhill for Jeff Carrico, Bill Stone for Gae Johnson, Kathleen Eastwood for Barry Lutz.

 .
Absent: Jose Colchado, Pauline Entin, Denise Helm, Richard Howey, Chunhye Kim Lee, Brian Painter, Reed Riner, Guy Senese, David Sherry, Peter Vadasz, Tom Waters, Bob Yowell.

Visitors:  Charlene Wingo, Cynthia Kosso.

ACTION ITEMS FROM MEETING:

· Connell: Send out Agenda for May 2nd Meeting. Distribute Parking Comments. 
· M.Yowell: Do minutes.

· Mohrweis: Collection of Nomination Ballots. Prepare for elections on Monday.
	Item #
	Topic
	Discussion/ Action / Presenter

	1
	Call to order
	Chuck Connell

	2
	Acceptance of  Minutes/Agenda 
	Action

	3
	Opening President / Vice President Comments
	Chuck Connell/Larry Mohrweis

	4
	Recommendations re, COFS issues and Regents Search/Screen
	Chuck Connell 

Susanna Maxwell

	5
	By-Laws Committee Report re Assessment Committee By Laws
	Roger Bacon

	6
	Response to Restructuring

a. Principles to be followed

b. Issues re. Restructuring Implementation Committee Role and Function

c. Questions re. ABOR in Restructuring

· What exactly was forwarded to review?

· What is the ABOR process for review? Will there be opportunity for input from the campus other than from the President’s report?

      d. Senate action?

	       Discussion

	7
	Liberal Studies Program Review
a. Is this the right time of the year for this group to be forming? (Relationship to Restructuring and budgetary issues, as well as the Diversity requirement).
b. Chair and membership recommendations from Executive Committee.
	Discussion

	8
	New Business
	Discussion

	9
	Adjournment
	Action


***Handouts at meeting***

1. Faculty Senate Meeting Calendar 2004-2005 (Cream Color)
2. Congratulations Letter re: COFS from Susanna Maxwell (Light Amber 2 sided)

3. Draft (4/26/2004) Personnel Calendar from Maxwell (Chartreuse)

4. Regent’s Professor Process Diagram from Maxwell (Orange)

5. Proposed Process & Timeline for Nomination & Selection of Regent’s Professors for 2004-2005 from Maxwell (Dark Pink, 2 pages/2 sided)

6. Draft (4/26/04) Integrated Calendar for Personnel Action  AY 2004-20005 from Maxwell (Turquoise 2 pages 2 sided )

7. By-laws for the NAU Assessment Committee (Green 2 pages 2 sided)

8. Proposal to Eliminate Program Review Committee Function at NAU (Light Blue 2 sided)

9. DRAFT 3 (About considerations and principles re: restructuring) (Light Pink 2 sided)

10. Proposal Membership of Liberal Studies Program Review Committee (White)

11. PROPOSED RESOLUTION from Faculty Senate 4-26-04 (re: Program Review Committee Thank you & Decommission) (White)

12. E-Mail(s) Re: Program Review Com. Demise (White 2 pages 2 sided) 


MINUTES
1. President Connell called the meeting to order at 3:05 PM. 

2. The Minutes from the FS Meeting on March 22, 2004 were discussed. They had been distributed and corrected via e-mail prior to the meeting. There was one additional correction to the spelling of Senator Nando Schellen’s name on page six. The Minutes were unanimously accepted as corrected. President Connell went over the Agenda and asked for its acceptance. The Agenda was accepted as distributed via e-mail without change.
3. Opening Remarks Senate President/Vice President

President Connell’s Remarks
Connell then introduced the newest staff member to the Faculty Senate Ms Julie Hammond (formerly office Specialist, Statewide Academic Programs). Ms Hammond is also taking classes at NAU and will be working 30 hours a week year round. Julie was welcomed warmly by all. Chuck spoke next about the Faculty Senate Meeting Calendar (Handout #2). There will be 2 summer meetings. He requested that those Senators who will be available this summer and willing to serve that they sign the volunteer sheet VP Mohrweis circulated and put the dates of their availability on it. There will be some hot issues this summer that will need to be addressed, including salary and restructuring. Senators who sign up will be contacted by once meeting dates have been ascertained.  The Elections for Arts & Sciences have taken place and others are in Process. The total number of representatives is not likely to change as a result of Restructuring and representation by college unit will change. This will be looked at this summer and in the fall. The AZ Faculty Council has been meeting on issues regarding faculty compensation. There is an on campus group that has been meeting and there will probably be some changes in that groups membership. Connell said there are some questions as to whether the Senate will have a role in the future in restructuring based on what has happened thus far in the process. But that he hopes that the Senate does have a role. And that there will be important decisions made this summer. He said that the faculty looks to Senators for leadership, and that we are needed to utilize institutional memory and help with smooth transitions and implementation of the many changes coming. Next week the Senate will do a final vote of elections of new officers & recognize the new officers and those leaving.   
Vice President Mohrweis Remarks
VP Mohrweis said that he hopes that the Senate has a very aggressive role in the implementation and restructuring that is to come. Larry called the Senate attention to handout #1 and the addition of the Summer Senate Dates (Monday 6-14-04 and Monday 7-12-04, both days we will meet 3-5 PM in the Pattea Room of the Bloome Building). He said that according to the By-Laws that when we meet we will have a quorum if ½ of the people who signed up to serve in the summer attend. For example if 22 people sign up and 11 Senators or their substitute show up there is a quorum. We will be doing elections for our officers at the next meeting. We do have candidates for each office. Barry Lutz has agreed to run for Treasurer; Roger Bacon for Parliamentarian, Marcus Ford has turned in his petition for Vice President/President Elect. The By-laws state that at our next meeting someone can nominate someone else from the floor. You can not nominate yourself, but if someone wants to nominate someone who is willing to serve then that candidacy can proceed. For Secretary, Marsha has agreed to run as a FSEC At Large member, but not as the secretary. Martin Sommerness has agreed to put his name up for 1 semester only as Secretary (1/2 of the period), but now that Julie Hammond has come on Board the FSEC has decided to have her attend, take notes & transcribe the tapes for the Secretary who would use Julie’s work to review & produce the actual minutes. This should take the burden off the Secretary and allow the Secretary to speak up/contribute thoughts at meetings. So Larry is still arm twisting to get a Secretary that is not going on Sabbatical and can serve full time. In addition Senator Karen Sealander (CEE) has expressed an interest in being the other “At Large” member on the FSEC. So Larry will add her name to the Ballot.    
4. Recommendations re: COFS & Regents Selection Process 
Connell: During the spring semester Susanna Maxwell and the Senate COFS Rewrite Committee have been meeting regarding the COFS document. Also present from the Senate COFS Rewrite committee are Cynthia Kosso (History), Senator Janet McShane (Math), Senator Nita Paden (Business), and Senator Ray Michalowski (CJ). Handouts numbered 2, 3, 4, 5, & 6 were brought forth as proposing some significant changes and therefore the Senate’s Comments were solicited.  
Janet McShane: One thing that is different is that before in the process everything had to sit still at every level for 10 days. We felt that this should be changed so that the Professor can write a letter with in 5 days to notify of the fact that they disagree, but that the whole process does not have to stop. (In the past there were long delays) 

Senator Nancy Paxton:  Please clarify the 2nd paragraph. It appears that the file goes up to the next level even if the person disagrees. It is the review level that then hears the disagreement. I think it is important for a person to be able to talk to the review level before it goes up to the next level. There followed a discussion and it was revealed that different Colleges have done it different ways in the past. Some Colleges have kept it at the review level until they could look at it again then if it was not resolved move it up to the next (appellate) level for determination. Other Colleges have simply moved it up to the appellate level immediately for resolution at that level. There was more discussion then it was tabled so FS members could look at the original COFS Document for guidance.
The Senate next looked at the Regent’s Professor Process for the suggested change there (Handouts #4 & #5). The Orange Flow chart shows that when there is a nomination --- we will no longer have a self nomination. Someone other than the nominee must make the nomination. It then goes forward to a Regents Professor Nomination Committee (RPNC) for preliminary consideration (without the full file) to see if there is merit. If there is merit then it goes back to the candidate to send forth the full file for consideration. The RPNC then gives the full file to the four separate Decision makers (Dean, College P & T, Department Chair, Department FSC) who give it simultaneous and independent (without consultation) consideration and send it back to the RPNC for full consideration. The RPNC then makes their Final recommendation & forwards it on to the Provost with a Final Recommendation to the President and on to ABOR. This leaves the Senate out of the process. There is no University wide Committee in the Process. There was a desire to make sure that this is not to be considered a regular promotion after 6-7 years as a full Professor. There should be a determination that a Regent’s Professor is someone who is significantly ahead of their peers --- someone who has showed sustained, substantial, and superior achievements. Also the Language will be changed from what is currently in the COFS Document and is not in compliance with ABOR to that which is (See Dark Pink handout #5 at the bottom of page 3). From the words: “national AND international distinction” to “national AND/OR international distinction”. 
Joe Boles: How do we feel about the fact that the RPNC is appointed and not elected? (Look at step 3 handout #5). Discussion followed and the committee members who recommended this said that they were looking at who was on the committee not how they were nominated. Cindy Kosso said that efficiency was part of it. Also they thought with 2 Regents Professors and mostly full Professors making the decision there would not be a problem. The assumption is that the RPNC would be determined after the nominations had been made since the nominators could not sit on the RPNC.
There was a discussion of how the RPNC would be selected and the Provost said that one way of solving the Problem was to have each of the 6 Colleges send up two recommendations then the final Decision would be put in the hands of the President. This is in line with the AAUP Process. There was further discussion and it resulted in the following clarified motion to amend the first sentence in step 3 (on Handout #5). The rest of step three will remain as written. 

Motion: In Spring there will be no more than two names from each of 6 new Colleges forwarded to the President to serve on the RPNC. Each of the Nominees will be full or Regents Professors. The President will select and appoint from the names forwarded 7 members at least two of which will be Regent’s Professors. Those selected will be of outstanding accomplishment across a diversity of fields.
The Motion passed unanimously.
The Senate then returned to the whole Process. There was further discussion about how the files could be open to other faculty to be able to see them and be mentored by seeing the information. There was also a discussion of the fact that this process removes the FSEC from the review process of Regent’s Professor. The Provost brought out the fact that one of the reasons that the files go to all these levels is to get input both external and internal at different levels. There is broad input for these files which are quite large and extensive. They can not be judged from a cursory review. It is important that we have meaningful review of the files and that it may not necessarily be Senators that have the necessary expertise to be able to provide meaningful review.  

After further discussion the process for Regents Selection (as set out in Handouts #4 & #5 with the change voted on supra in step 3) was approved by the Senate. There were 2 Nays, 2 abstentions all the rest voting Aye).
Next the Senate returned to the discussion tabled earlier regarding the appeal process in COFS (Handout # 6, page 1 bullet # 3). Senator Ray Michalowski stated that the COFS document had been examined and that it is silent on WHO does the review when there is a disagreement. Senator Paxton said that it is a good practice to try to resolve matters at the lowest level if possible. Sometimes there is simply a mistake that can be cleared up easily. She proposed that it be sent to the review level first to see if it could be resolved. Senator John Leung said that he agreed with Paxton and supported her proposal and that to simply send it to the next level without any direction from the Review level was not helpful. If we are to get good advice it starts at the original level. Cynthia Kosso said that the Committee did not want to change the language now. Further recommendations should go to the Committee. 
Next the Senate looked at Handout #3 (the Calendar). Senator Paxton said that she wanted to applaud the committee for fixing this problem of multiple reviews in the same year which is so overburdening to junior faculty. There was discussion and Cindy Kosso stated that the AAUP requirements are such they must have notice by 12/5 in middle of the second year of non renewal. The AAUP guidelines state that if you begin your seventh year then you have tenure. There was a discussion about the last line and whether the President could actually delegate a tenure decision. President Haeger said that the University Counsel Dean Pickett should be consulted about this.
5. Next Bill Culbertson went over the By-Laws for the NAU Assessment Committee (Handout #7 – Green Sheet). There was one change made to page three Amendments. The last line was changed to read:
This Charter may be amended by the affirmative vote of two-thirds of the voting UAC membership, and approval of the faculty Senate.

Larry Mohrweis moved that the Proposed By-Laws be approved by the Senate (with the one change highlighted above). His motion was seconded and the motion passed.

6. President Connell spoke next regarding Handout #9 Considerations and Principles on Restructuring. There was a lengthy discussion as to whether or not the Senate wanted to try to do anything in respect to the Principles on Restructuring at this meeting. 

Senator Nando Schellen:  I do not want to make things more complicated. We are here to try to help widen the vision of restructuring. I would like to add an 18th item to do with Leadership. We have a very serious leadership concern. Is the Senate willing to go to the President & the Provost to help with this concern? It would mean a lot of work. It is of enormous concern to the School of Music as to how leadership could be done. Right now there is concern because Music only has a part time Director and therefore it is difficult to get things done, but because the Dean is Music it is possible to get done what is needed for Music. But now we are going to a new situation due to restructuring, but maybe only Music has that kind of a leadership problem. We could send a letter to the President and Provost, but maybe we are the only ones that have that kind of a problem, and then I think that the Senate should help. 

President Haeger:  This (leadership structure) will be discussed by the implementation committee, but will be decided by the Provost and President. 
We will first look at the leadership of the 6 new Colleges then at the leadership under them. The Senate can be involved in certain guidelines --- this is more important than the actual decisions.

Senator Michalowski I am not sure how to respond to this which seems like a laundry list. This is not organized and there are so many different levels of issues.

Connell: This arose out of the mixtures of concerns that were raised. It is offered in the spirit of allowing faculty to raise some of these things that they have expressed concern about.

Susan Deeds: There is a process now to give input & express the concerns from all faculty members---Including NAU’s “Vision”.

President Haeger: The Vision issue frustrates me. I urge you to read the speech that is carefully crafted to show how ABOR & Changing Directions has crafted out what the mission is. But the Vision is not what has been said before.

Connell: I see a difference between a “mission” and a “vision” as to this are what we want to accomplish and what are the hallmarks by which we are to accomplish the “mission”. 
President Haeger Go back to the Changing Directions document and the statement sent out on April 12th. 

Marcus Ford: It would be useful to know if there is any assessment procedure planned for restructuring. I don’t think NAU can look to ABOR for our vision. They aren’t necessarily educators, our vision must be long term not stated just in the sense of retention and short term thoughts. We need a clear statement of what we value and where we are trying to go.

Senator John Leung Moved: I move that the Faculty Senate recommend to the President and to the Provost and to the Implementation Committee an additional  set of Principles & guidelines --- One that will be structured & written up and sent out to the current Executive Committee who will be charged to change it into a meaningful statement.  Motion was seconded.
Ray Michalowski said that we need to break this down and say here are the key issues. Paxton said that she would like to add one that assesses Faculty Responses to the Deans, which should address Nando’s concerns.  
Larry Mohrweis pointed out that we are to meet again on Monday for our last meeting of the semester and that the FSEC is not meeting before then. 

John Leung said that he believes that the FSEC should look at the handout and rank the concerns as well as the other things that have come forward. They need to be collated and sent forward. 

Marty Lee said that Senators should take this handout back to the faculty and bring forth their comments. Bill Gibson said we should just cut to the chase and address one thing the vision. 

LIZ: I respect the faculty’s desire to bring forth something and take action, but this list is very long and very mixed --- a potpourri. This may not be the time to take this on; there will be an implementation Committee who will address these issues.
President Haeger said that perhaps that this is not the time to do this. He said that the Implementation Committee should be appointed by next week. The Senate should consider having the implementation committee come before the Senate next week and work with them as we move along in the future.
John Leung’s motion was re-read to the Senate. After additional comments it was amended to read: 
I move that the Faculty Senate recommend to the President and to the Provost and to the Implementation Committee a set of Principles & guidelines. 
The amendment was seconded.
David Camacho said that he was going to vote against the motion, but as far as he was concerned the Senate would stay a player. He said that he was going to vote against it because he could not tell what this would do to the ability of the faculty to adjust & make changes in the future. 

After further discussion the question was called and the Motion was defeated.
David Camacho reminded the Senators of the e-mail about Key Committee Reports that he sent out earlier in the week. He asked that everyone send in their reports on what they have done this year in the Key Committees that they served on. The reports should be substantive --- not just that Senators served, but what was accomplished by the Committees.
7. The faculty discussed the Liberal Studies Program Review Committee (See Handout #10). Comments were made as to the make-up of the Committee. A Senator pointed out that there are no members from Science on the Committee. President Connell said that the FSEC had tried to get volunteers from Science to serve, but to no avail.  He said that there may still be an opportunity through the UCC or the Academic Chairs council, but that we had to have willing members. 

It was Moved and Seconded that the LSPRC be constituted as recommended on Handout #10.  Motion Passed with all ayes except for 6 abstentions.
New Business: President Haeger said we are in the process of picking a new Athletic Director. We originally had 90 to candidates and are down to 3 finalists. One is on campus today and two more will be here next week. This is a very important hire and he welcomes comments.

Parking there has only been limited responses to the e-mail that Connell just sent out. Connell will forward any other responses received on. But many faculty felt that classified staff should be protected as much as possible from any fee raises. Marsha Yowell said that she has received a great many responses from faculty members and they think that now is not the time to raise Parking fees. Some faculty pointed out that the comparison to our fees to the U of A or ASU is not appropriate until our salaries are comparable to theirs. 

The possible gift of a large Electronic Sign was mentioned by President Haeger and Connell said that this matter will be placed on the Agenda for next week.  There are some concerns with the proposed gift under the Dark Skies initiative and some are also concerned with the esthetics. But it has tremendous Potential for advertising what is going on at NAU. We will discuss it further at next Mondays meeting as well as the UPRC.

The meeting was adjourned at 5:25.   
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